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I.A. Vaiman,13 M. Vrábel,23 D. Warren,8 K. Yamazaki,21 Y. Zhezher,6, 13 Z. Zundel,2 and J. Zvirzdin2

(The Telescope Array Collaboration)
1Department of Physics, Loyola University Chicago, Chicago, Illinois 60660, USA
2High Energy Astrophysics Institute and Department of Physics and Astronomy,

University of Utah, Salt Lake City, Utah 84112-0830, USA
3Department of Physics and The Research Institute of Natural Science,

Hanyang University, Seongdong-gu, Seoul 426-791, Korea
4Graduate School of Science, Osaka Metropolitan University, Sugimoto, Sumiyoshi, Osaka 558-8585, Japan

5Institute of Physics, Academia Sinica, Taipei City 115201, Taiwan
6Institute for Cosmic Ray Research, University of Tokyo, Kashiwa, Chiba 277-8582, Japan

7Nambu Yoichiro Institute of Theoretical and Experimental Physics,
Osaka Metropolitan University, Sugimoto, Sumiyoshi, Osaka 558-8585, Japan
8Astrophysical Big Bang Laboratory, RIKEN, Wako, Saitama 351-0198, Japan

9Faculty of Engineering, Kanagawa University, Yokohama, Kanagawa 221-8686, Japan
10Interdisciplinary Graduate School of Medicine and Engineering,

University of Yamanashi, Kofu, Yamanashi 400-8511, Japan
11Department of Physics, Sungkyunkwan University, Jang-an-gu, Suwon 16419, Korea
12Department of Physics, Tokyo City University, Setagaya-ku, Tokyo 158-8557, Japan

13Institute for Nuclear Research of the Russian Academy of Sciences, Moscow 117312, Russia
14Faculty of Systems Engineering and Science, Shibaura Institute of Technology, Minato-ku, Tokyo 337-8570, Japan

15Academic Assembly School of Science and Technology Institute of Engineering,
Shinshu University, Nagano, Nagano 380-8554, Japan

16Graduate School of Engineering, Osaka Electro-Communication University, Neyagawa-shi, Osaka 572-8530, Japan
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We report on an observation of the difference between northern and southern skies of the ultrahigh
energy cosmic ray energy spectrum with a significance of ∼8σ. We use measurements from the two
largest experiments—the Telescope Array observing the northern hemisphere and the Pierre Auger
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Observatory viewing the southern hemisphere. Since the comparison of two measurements from
different observatories introduces the issue of possible systematic differences between detectors and
analyses, we validate the methodology of the comparison by examining the region of the sky where
the apertures of the two observatories overlap. Although the spectra differ in this region, we find
that there is only a 1.8σ difference between the spectrum measurements when anisotropic regions
are removed and a fiducial cut in the aperture is applied.

I. INTRODUCTION

Ultrahigh energy cosmic rays (UHECRs) are be-
lieved to be charged particles with energies greater than
1018 eV, originating from outer space. Examining their
energy spectrum is crucial because the features in the
spectrum provide information on their potential sources
and their propagation across the universe. An exam-
ple of this is the high energy cutoff, first found by the
High Resolution Fly’s Eye experiment (HiRes) [1] and
later confirmed by Pierre Auger Observatory (Auger)
[2] and Telescope Array (TA) experiment [3]. The TA
[4, 5] and Auger [6, 7] are currently the two largest
UHECR observatories in operation. TA observes the
northern hemisphere, while Auger views the southern
hemisphere. Both observatories consist of fluorescence
detectors (FDs) and surface detectors (SDs). Due to the
fact that the FDs only operate on clear moonless nights,
the SD data has the highest number of events by about
an order of magnitude. For this reason, SD data is pre-
ferred for spectral and anisotropy studies.

In this work, we present the difference between the TA
and Auger spectra at the highest energies, which has an
∼8σ significance. This result is surprising and its valida-
tion is necessary. The TA spectrum views the declination
region −15.7◦ < δ < +90◦, while the Auger spectrum
observes −90◦ < δ < +24.8◦. Therefore, there is region
of overlapping view between −15.7◦ and +24.8◦, which
we call the common declination band. In this region,
one would expect that the TA and Auger measurements
should agree. However, this is true only when the energy
spectra are independent of declination, and the apertures
of the two experiments are identical. We will discuss the
impact of these effects in this paper.

In the following sections, we provide an overview of
the TA SD systems in Section II, detail the datasets uti-
lized for this study in Section III, and present our results
in Section IV. We describe the spectra in the common
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declination band and comment on anisotropy regions in
Section V and provide a summary in Section VI. Finally,
Appendix A presents the cosmic ray flux measured by
the TA SD systems.

II. TELESCOPE ARRAY SURFACE DETECTOR

The Telescope Array is located near the city of Delta,
Utah, USA, in the west desert at coordinates (39.3◦ N,
112.9◦ W), with an elevation of 1400 m above sea level.
The TA SD array [4] consists of 507 scintillation detec-
tors arranged in a square grid with a spacing of 1.2 km,
covering an area of 700 km2. Each detector consists of
two layers of 1.2 cm thick plastic scintillator, stacked one
above the other, and has an area of 3 m2.
When a cosmic ray air shower strikes the SD, there

are thus two measurements of each detector’s pulse area.
Detectors are powered by solar cells and batteries, and
radio towers communicate with the detectors. The read-
out system consists of a flash analog-to-digital converter
(FADC) with a 50 MHz sampling rate. Calibration
events consist of single muon hits, and their pulse area
distributions are collected over 10-minute time intervals.
This allows every counter to be calibrated in terms of
minimum-ionizing particles (MIPs) on a continual ba-
sis. When three or more nearest neighbor detectors have
pulse areas greater than 3 MIPs, within an 8 µs period,
the array is triggered and each counter with signal greater
than 0.3 MIPs reports its FADC waveforms to the com-
munication tower.
The reconstruction of cosmic ray properties is per-

formed by two fitting procedures—time fit and lateral
distribution fit. First, we utilize the modified Linsley
shower-shape function [8] to fit to the time distribution
of the struck counters. This time fit yields the event’s
arrival direction and core position. Next, we perform a
fit to the particle density distribution as a function of
the distance from the shower axis, using the same lateral
distribution function as employed by the AGASA exper-
iment [9, 10]. From this lateral distribution fit, we inter-
polate the density of shower particles at a lateral distance
of 800 m from the shower axis, denoted as S(800).
Using S(800) and the zenith angle of the incident

cosmic-ray arrival direction, the cosmic ray’s energy is de-
termined from a look-up table calculated using a Monte
Carlo (MC) simulation of the experiment [11, 12] [13].
This SD energy determination may have potential biases
linked to the modeling of hadronic interactions in MC
simulations. In contrast, an FD’s energy measurement
is calorimetric, and as a result, their energy scale un-
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certainty is experimentally well controlled. Therefore,
we normalize the SD energy scale to that of the FD by
utilizing events observed by both detectors. It was deter-
mined that the energy scale of the SD is 27% higher than
that of the FD, independent of energy [3]. Therefore, a
27% normalization in SD energy determined by the MC
simulation is performed.

In addition, the constant intensity cut (CIC) method
has also been used to determine the cosmic ray energy.
This analysis was designed to be almost identical to that
of Auger, taking into account attenuation of the shower in
the atmosphere [14]. The CIC energy scale is again nor-
malized by FD measurements. We compared the energies
determined by the TA standard method, using the MC
look-up table including the energy scaling to FD energy,
with those obtained through the CIC method (which is
independent of MC). It is found that the CIC energies
agree within 2% with those determined by the TA stan-
dard method [15, 16].

For comparison, Auger is located near the town of
Malargüe, Mendoza, Argentina, at coordinates (35.2◦ S,
69.4◦ W), with an elevation of 1400 m above sea level
[6, 7]. The Auger SD consists of large water Cherenkov
detectors, placed in a triangular grid of 1.5 km spacing
with an area of about 3000 km2. The spectrum is calcu-
lated using only the energy range where the detector is
nearly 100% efficient, and a MC simulation is only used
to correct for bin-to-bin migration of events (which is
largest at the highest energies).

III. DATASETS

For this work, we utilized TA data collected between
May 11, 2008, and May 10, 2022. For comparison, we
employed Auger “vertical” events (zenith angle less than
60◦) as shown in [14]. To the TA data, we applied event
selection criteria as explained below:

1. Each event must include at least five SD counters.
2. The reconstructed zenith angle must be less than

55◦.
3. Both the geometry and lateral distribution fits

must have χ2/degree of freedom less than 4.
4. The angular uncertainty estimated by the geometry

fit must be less than 5◦.
5. The fractional uncertainty in S(800) estimated by

the lateral distribution fit must be less than 25%.
6. The counter with the largest signal must be sur-

rounded by four working counters: one to the
north, east, south, and west on the grid, but they
do not have to be immediate neighbors of the
largest signal counter.

In our previous paper on the energy spectrum mea-
surements [3], we applied event selection criteria with
slightly different cuts aimed at optimizing energy reso-
lution. However, the selection criteria described above

18 18.5 19 19.5 20 20.5

(E/eV)
10

log

2310

2410

2510

 ]
-1

 s
-1

 s
r

-2
 m2

 J
 [

 e
V

3
E

)o<+90δ<oTA (this work, E rescaled by -4.5%, -15.7

)o<+90δ<oTA (w/ cuts in [3], E rescaled by -4.5%, -5.7

)o<+24.8δ<oAuger (E rescaled by +4.5%, -90

FIG. 1. Energy spectra of TA and Auger measured in their
whole apertures. The black full squares indicate the energy
spectrum of TA within the declination range of −15.7◦ to
+90◦, which used the cuts described in Section III. The blue
open squares represent the energy spectrum of Auger span-
ning −90◦ to +24.8◦ in declination. For reference, TA data
with the cuts described in [3] is shown using the gray full cir-
cles. Its full aperture is within the declination range of −5.7◦

to +90◦. The energy scale difference has been corrected by
raising the Auger energy scale by 4.5% and lowering the TA
energy scale by 4.5%. After adjusting the overall energy scale,
the two spectra agree well up to 1019.5 eV. The red line rep-
resents the result of the joint fit spectra between TA (black
full squares) and Auger (blue open squares).

employs a slightly looser set of cuts than in [3] in or-
der to maximize data statistics in high energy regions.
Notable differences include zenith angles less than 55◦

and energies greater than 1018.8 eV, where the detector
is almost 100% efficient [3]. These criteria were initially
selected to increase data statistics for anisotropy studies
while keeping reasonable energy and angular resolutions,
but we later adopted them for the TA and Auger Joint
Spectrum Working Group’s studies to maximize statis-
tics in high energy regions as well as in the declination
region seen by both experiments. With these selection
criteria, we have 12,845 events with energies greater than
1018.8 eV in the dataset.

IV. RESULTS

Figure 1 shows the spectra of TA and Auger, adjusted
for the overall energy scale by raising Auger’s energy scale
by 4.5% and lowering TA’s by 4.5%. This 9% overall
energy scale difference between the two measurements
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is well understood thanks to the efforts of the TA and
Auger Joint Spectrum Working Group, which was es-
tablished to investigate differences in spectrum measure-
ments. It arises from the use of different constants in the
reconstruction of fluorescence data and these different
constants yield a negligible energy dependence [17–20].

In Figure 1, the black full squares indicate the energy
spectrum of TA within the declination range of −15.7◦

to +90◦, which used the cuts described in Section III.
The blue open squares represent the energy spectrum of
Auger spanning −90◦ to +24.8◦ in declination. Note that
the gray full circles indicate the TA data selected based
on the criteria outlined in [3] to encompass as wide an
energy range as possible. For energies below 1018.8 eV
the TA SD does not have 100% efficiency, and a correc-
tion has been made by Monte Carlo calculation. The
comparison shows that the spectrum measurements by
TA and Auger align for energies below about 1019.5 eV,
above which a growing disagreement becomes evident.
The high-energy cutoff occurs at different energies in the
two hemispheres.

To quantify the level of agreement or disagreement
between the two spectra, we performed a joint fit to
both cosmic ray spectra into a broken power law func-
tion (power law segments with three break points) using
the binned Poisson likelihood method, Eq. 39.16 in [21].
This fit takes into account the numbers of events, the
exposure, and the resolution correction factors of both
experiments. The red line in Figure 1 represents the re-
sult of this joint fit for data from TA (shown as black full
squares) and Auger (shown as blue open squares). The
cosmic ray flux measured by the TA SD for this study,
utilized in Figure 1, is provided in Appendix A. From
the log-likelihood sum over event bins for the joint fit,
we calculate the significance of the spectrum difference.
The fit gave the log-likelihood sum of 130.33 for 26 de-
grees of freedom, corresponding to a Poisson probability
of 7.5× 10−16. This corresponds to a one-sided test sig-
nificance of 8.0σ.

V. SPECTRA IN THE COMMON
DECLINATION BAND

TA and Auger have different types of surface detec-
tors, use somewhat different reconstruction techniques,
and their apertures have different declination depen-
dence in the common declination band. Comparing their
spectra in this region of the sky is a stringent test of
whether they have comparable results. Figure 2 shows
the spectra of the two experiments in the declination
band −15.7◦ < δ < +24.8◦. The Auger data within
the common declination band was utilized, as shown in
[20]. The spectra seem to disagree at energies greater
than 1019.5 eV.
To understand this discrepancy, we revisited the analy-

sis by introducing the most direct comparison possible of
the spectra from TA and Auger within this band. First,
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FIG. 2. TA (black full squares) and Auger (blue
open squares) spectra in the full common declination band
−15.7◦ < δ < +24.8◦.

we chose to implement a fiducial declination cut in the
TA data. Figure 3 shows the TA and Auger exposures
as a function of declination [22]. The black solid line
represents TA exposure, and the blue dashed line indi-
cates Auger exposure. Notably, the exposure of TA at
its southernmost edge changes extremely rapidly. There-
fore, we implemented the fiducial cut requiring δ > −5◦

(the black dotted vertical line in Figure 3) to avoid this
region of the sky. This cut excluded 654 events out of a
total of 4,861 events in the common declination band.
Another notable point is the difference between the

sky just north of the common declination band and
that to the south, as TA data shows anisotropy re-
gions. These include anisotropy signals such as the
Hotspot and the Perseus-Pisces supercluster (PPSC) ex-
cess, which were identified through oversampling searches
using intermediate-scale angular circles [23–25]. Fig-
ure 4 shows a sky map in equatorial coordinates us-
ing the Hammer projection to depict the locations of
these excess regions. The two red dashed horizontal lines
are the boundaries of the common declination band at
δ = −15.7◦ and +24.8◦. Additionally, we mark the loca-
tion of the fiducial cut at δ = −5◦ (the area below the
blue line is cut out) with the blue dash-dotted horizon-
tal line. The two green circles indicate the Hotspot and
PPSC excess regions in the TA data [26].
Both excess regions extend down into the common dec-

lination band. However, Auger has not reported any
anisotropy regions intruding into the common declina-
tion band from the south [27]. Notably, the two TA ex-
cess regions in the common declination band are close
to the northernmost edge of Auger’s exposure, where it
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FIG. 3. TA and Auger exposures as a function of declination.
The black solid line represents the TA exposure, and the blue
dashed line indicates the Auger exposure. The dotted vertical
line corresponds to a declination of -5◦, while the dash-dotted
vertical line indicates a declination of +24.8◦.

FIG. 4. Sky map in equatorial coordinates using Hammer
projection. The green circles indicate the locations of the
Hotspot and the Perseus-Pisces supercluster (PPSC) excess
regions, respectively. The two red dashed lines indicate the
edges of the common declination band. The blue dash-dotted
line represents the fiducial cut location at a declination of -5◦.

is rapidly falling. (See the blue dashed line in Figure 3.)
We adopt the hypothesis that the TA excesses may affect
the spectral characteristics observed within the common
declination band. This influence could be significant if
the spectrum within the anisotropy regions differs from
that of the background. Figure 5 shows the spectrum
of events inside the Hotspot and PPSC excess regions,
supporting that this is indeed the case. Therefore, we
excluded 269 events from these excess regions out of a
total of 4,861 events in the common declination band and
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FIG. 5. The black full squares indicate the spectrum of
events inside the Hotspot and PPSC excess regions, depicted
with the green circles in Figure 4. For reference, the Auger
spectrum in their full aperture is displayed with the blue open
squares.
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FIG. 6. Joint fit spectra comparison between TA and Auger
in the common declination band with the described cuts ap-
plied to the TA data. The black full squares indicate the
TA data after the fiducial cut in the aperture is applied and
anisotropic regions are removed, while the blue open squares
represent the Auger data. The red line depicts the result of
the joint fit.
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reanalyzed the spectrum. We aimed to make the most
direct comparison of the spectra from the TA and Auger
within this band.

Figure 6 displays the results of a joint fit to the TA and
Auger spectra, depicted by the red line, using data from
the common declination band and after applying the cuts
described above to the TA data. The black full squares
indicate the TA data from the common declination band,
following the fiducial cut in the aperture at δ > −5◦

and the removal of the two anisotropic regions, while the
Auger data within the common declination band are rep-
resented by the blue open squares. The fit yielded the
log-likelihood sum of 40.12 for 26 degrees of freedom, cor-
responding to a Poisson probability of 3.8×10−2. This is
equivalent to a one-sided test significance of 1.8σ. There-
fore, there is no statistically significant difference between
the spectra. This constitutes a validation of the analysis
methods of TA and Auger. Once comparable data sets
are selected, the results are consistent within statistics.

VI. SUMMARY

The spectrum difference between TA and Auger has
long been a source of controversy. How could two experi-
ments have spectra that agree very well below 1019.5 eV,
then disagree so much above this energy? TA sees a more
intense flux of cosmic rays and a higher cutoff energy.
The two collaborations have founded a Spectrum Work-
ing Group to investigate differences, which clarified the
origin of the overall energy scale difference to be in the
fluorescence yield and other constants used in setting the
energy scales of both experiments. Under the Working
Group auspice, a study of the common declination band
was initiated. After the analysis described in Section V,
we find that the TA and Auger spectra in the common
declination band are in agreement within 1.8σ.

Having validated the TA and Auger spectrum calcu-
lation methods, we quantify the declination dependence
of the spectra as seen in the whole apertures of TA and
Auger. A joint fit to the two spectra was performed,
and the log-likelihood per degree of freedom was found
to be 8.0σ. This constitutes the observation that the
UHECR spectrum differs in the northern and southern
hemispheres. We show that a significant part of the dif-
ference is due to events from the Hotspot and Perseus-
Pisces supercluster excess regions.
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Appendix A: Spectrum Data Points

Table I provides the cosmic ray flux for each energy
bin depicted in Figure 1, utilizing 14 years of Telescope
Array surface detector data, collected between May 11,
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TABLE I. Spectrum data points. For each energy bin, J
denotes the flux, and σupper and σlower represent the sta-
tistical uncertainties on the flux, corresponding to the up-
per and lower 68% confidence limits. Their units are in
[eV−1m−2sr−1s−1].

log10(E/eV) J σupper σlower

18.85 4.58×10−33 8.88×10−35 8.88×10−35

18.95 2.43×10−33 5.44×10−35 5.44×10−35

19.05 1.39×10−33 3.72×10−35 3.72×10−35

19.15 7.66×10−34 2.53×10−35 2.53×10−35

19.25 4.22×10−34 1.64×10−35 1.64×10−35

19.35 2.03×10−34 9.89×10−36 9.89×10−36

19.45 9.69×10−35 6.10×10−36 6.10×10−36

19.55 5.59×10−35 4.12×10−36 4.12×10−36

19.65 3.07×10−35 2.80×10−36 2.80×10−36

19.75 1.73×10−35 1.89×10−36 1.89×10−36

19.85 7.23×10−36 1.01×10−36 1.01×10−36

19.95 2.46×10−36 5.13×10−37 6.53×10−37

20.05 1.17×10−36 3.10×10−37 4.20×10−37

20.15 1.55×10−37 9.79×10−38 1.75×10−37

20.25 1.85×10−37 1.17×10−37 1.42×10−37

20.35 4.90×10−38 3.09×10−38 8.60×10−38

2008, and May 10, 2022, in the full aperture of −15.7◦ <
δ < +90◦. Note that the energy values in Figure 1
have been reduced by 4.5% compared to those detailed
here. Table I includes log10(E/eV) representing the en-
ergy of the bin center, J denoting the flux in the unit
of [eV−1m−2sr−1s−1], and σupper and σlower representing
the statistical uncertainties on the flux, corresponding to
the upper and lower 68% confidence limits. All uncer-
tainties are expressed in the unit of [eV−1m−2sr−1s−1].
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